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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on March 13, 2009 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The Amendment submitted on March 13, 2009, has been entered. Claims 2, 4, 6 - 9, and 13-15 
have been cancelled. Claims 1,3,5, 10, and 12 have been amended. Therefore, the pending claims are 1, 
3,5, 10- 12, and 16. 

3. The cancellation of claims 4 and 6-9 renders moot the rejections of those claims set forth in the 
previous Office Action. 

4. The declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 filed March 13, 2009 is insufficient to overcome the 
rejection of claims 1, 3, 5, 10 - 12, and 16 based upon Rugmaker's Homestead Website: A Brief General 
History of Rag Rugs; Rugmaker's Homestead Website: #17: Loom Woven rag Rugs; and Rugmaker's 
Homestead Website: #19 Frame Woven, Twisted Warp and Twisted Weft Rugs as set forth in the last 
Office action because: The declaration argues that the invention has unexpected results due to the 
increased absorbency of the woven fabric as compared to the water absorption properties of materials 
used in the fabric including polypropylene, polyethylene and polyamide (declaration, page 6). However, 
the absorption properties being used as the comparison are not for a woven fabric made from the claimed 
materials, where the only difference is structure of the yarn, i.e., a strip of nonwoven fabric vs. a 
multifilament or staple yarn. Instead the absorption properties being compared are for the material itself 
and do not take into consideration the absorption that would be created by the yarn and weave structure 
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used to make the woven fabric. The comparisons must be between samples where the only difference is 
the structure of the yarns, and all other factors such as materials, basis weight, etc. remain the same. 
Only, then can the comparison be relied on to show that the improved results are in fact due to the 
inventive features in the fabric and not another feature that would be present in either type of woven 
fabric. Further, it is noted that the applicant's results for the water absorption of the woven fabric are for 
examples which are made with viscose and polypropylene. Comparing the absorption properties of a 
fabric made with an absorbent material such as viscose to the absorption properties of polypropylene is 
not sufficient to show that the improved absorption is due to the fabric's structure and not due to choice of 
materials. Further, the examples in the declaration do not even disclose how much viscose and 
polypropylene are used to produce the fabric. The absorption properties of the examples, i.e., a woven 
fabric made from a blend of materials, are not directly related to the absorption properties of the general 
polymer materials. The results do not provide sufficient information to establish that the claimed woven 
fabric has improved absorption properties as compared to woven fabrics which are not made from strips 
of nonwoven fabrics. The invention must be compared to other fabrics. 

Further, it is noted that the declaration is not entirely commensurate in scope with the claimed 
product. Particularly, the claims do not require that the strips are in any way twisted or rolled to create a 
high number of interstices. They would include fabrics wherein the strips are woven in a flat 
configuration. Also, the independent claims does not limit the materials of the claimed fabric to materials 
which are considered to have low absorbencies such as polypropylene, polyethylene, and polyamide. 
Thus, the declaration is not considered to be effective. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 
5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found in a 
prior Office action. 
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6. Claims 1, 3, 5, 10 - 12, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rugmaker's Homestead Website: A Brief General History of Rag Rugs; Rugmaker's Homestead 
Website: #17: Loom Woven rag Rugs; and Rugmaker's Homestead Website: #19 Frame Woven, Twisted 
Warp and Twisted Weft Rugs. 

The features of the Rugumaker's Homestead Website have been set forth in the previous Office 
Action. Claim 1 has been amended to include the limitations of width and weight/surface ratio. These 
features were previously rejected in claims 4 and 9. Thus, claim 1 is rejected for those reasons, as set 
forth in the previous Office Action. 

Further, claim 1 has been amended to include the limitation the nonwoven strip can be made by 
thermo-bonding or spunbonding in addition to hydrocntanglcmcnt. As set forth previously, while the 
Rugmaker's Homestead Website discloses that scrap fabric materials can be used to make the woven 
fabrics, the Rugmaker's Homestead Website fails to teach specifically using nonwoven fabrics made by 
hydroentangling, spunbonding, or thermal bonding as the fabric strips in the woven fabric. However, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art that any known fabric strip, rag material, 
or waste material from textile mills or household fabrics could be used as the warp or weft yarns in the 
woven rag rug fabric since rag rugs are produced from scrap materials which can be found in rag fabrics 
or as waste from textile mills. Further, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
to choose nonwoven spunbonded, hydroentangled, or thermal bonded fabric scraps, since it has been held 
to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability 
for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. Thus, claims 1, 3, 
5, 10 - 12, and 16 are rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed march 13, 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues that the information provided by the declaration is sufficient to show 
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improved absorption properties of the claimed fabric as compared to the absorption properties of certain 
polymer materials. As set forth above, the examples and comparisons in the declaration are considered to 
be deficient. Further, the statement that the claimed materials have high or unexpected absorption 
properties as compared to other cleaning products seems to be contradicted by the applicant's own 
disclosure which states that examples of the claimed fabric made with viscose and polypropylene have 
absorbent capacities which are equivalent to viscose/polypropylene product on the market (specification, 
page 4). Thus, the absorbency seems related to the materials and not the fabric construction. Further, it is 
noted that many cleaning products in the current market are made from blends that include polypropylene, 
polyethylene, or polyamide materials. And these products are commonly made with shaped filaments 
and/or microfibers to create a high number of voids or interstices that can absorb liquid and trap particles. 
Thus, the principles are well known in the cleaning cloth area. Further, as noted above, the structure of 
the strips, i.e., the strips being twisted, is not claimed by the applicant. Therefore, the claimed fabric does 
not have to include a high number of interstices. Thus, the features argued are not commensurate in scope 
with the claimed products. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jenna-Leigh Johnson whose telephone number is (571) 272-1472. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 - 5:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Larry 
Tarazano can be reached on (571) 272-15 15. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



